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A  CKNO  WLED  GEMENTS 


The  volunteers  willingness  to  donate  the  most  precious  resource  they  can  give,  their  time, 
has  been  overwhelming.  Without  citizens  who  are  willing  to  spend  countless  hours 
reviewing  cases,  there  would  be  no  Citizen  Review  Boards. 

A  heartfelt  thanks  to  Brenda  Roche.  Brenda  volunteered  a  tremendous  amount  of  time, 
including  evenings  and  weekends,  to  develop  a  database  for  Citizen  Review  Boards. 
Thanks  to  her  we  are  able  to  track  the  children  in  foster  care  and  prepare  statistics  about 
those  children. 

To  the  District  Court  Judges  who  have  prioritized  the  foster  care  cases  and  have  become 
actively  involved  in  helping  move  the  children  to  permanency,  we  thank  you.  Without 
your  continued  support  and  willingness  to  work  with  the  Citizen  Review  Boards  the 
children  would  remain  adrift  in  foster  care  for  much  longer  periods  of  time. 

Last  but  not  least,  I  want  to  acknowledge  my  staff,  Marci  Lynn  and  Julie  Stewart.  Marci 
has  done  an  extraordinary  job  in  coordinating  and  staffing  Citizen  Review  Boards  in  the 
Missoula  area.  Some  of  the  cases  are  very  difficult  and  stressful,  yet  Marci  has  the 
knowledge  and  motivation  to  work  out  details  and  get  the  job  done.  Julie,  along  with  her 
many  other  duties,  has  worked  closely  with  Brenda  Roche  to  develop  and  implement  the 
Citizen  Review  Boards'  database.  She  has  the  task  of  handling  burdensome  details  with 
a  sense  of  unmatched  dedication  and  loyalty. 

As  we  move  into  the  next  millennium,  we  will  continue  to  work  as  a  team  and  improve 
our  efforts  to  protect  our  most  valuable  resource  -  Montana's  children!  Thank  you  to 
each  and  everyone  for  making  Citizen  Review  Boards  a  success. 

Karen  Sedlock 
Program  Supervisor 
Citizen  Review  Boards 
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The  Supreme  Court  of  Montana 


J.A.  TURNAGE 
CHIEF  JUSTICE 


JUSTICE  BUILDING 

215  NORTH  SANDERS 

PO  BOX  203001 

HELENA,  MONTANA  59620-3001 

TELEPHONE  (406)  444-5490 


Members  of  the  Legislature: 

This  report  of  the  work  performed  by  Montana's  Local  Citizen  Review  Board 
Program  is  respectfully  submitted.  The  program's  mission  is  to  assure  that  children  do 
not  linger  unnecessarily  in  foster  care. 

The  program's  success  can  be  measured  by  such  factors  as  the  high  rate  of  resolution  of 
cases  reviewed  by  the  volunteer  boards,  the  enthusiasm  District  Judges  have  for  the 
program,  and  the  low  turnover  of  board  members  in  the  three  Judicial  District  served. 

I  have  thoroughly  reviewed  this  report  and  recommend  that  each  of  you  take  time  to 
review  it.  It  will  give  you  an  in-depth  understanding  of  how  citizen  involvement  in 
children  foster  care  cases  can  and  does  make  a  difference.  In  making  it  possible  for  this 
program  to  continue  you  will  do  a  great  service  to  the  children  that  have  been  and  will 
be  placed  in  foster  care. 


Sincerely, 


]/K.  Turnage 
'hief  Justice 


STATE  OF  MONTANA 
FOURTH  JUDICIAL  DISTRICT 
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December  23,  1998 


Karen  Sedlock,  Program  Supervisor 

Citizen  Review  Board 

318  North  Last  Chance  Gulch 

P.  O.  Box  203005 

Helena,  MT   59620-3005 

RE:   Comments  Requested  for  the  CRB  report  to  the  Legislature 

Dear  Ms.  Sedlock: 

The  Judges  of  the  Fourth  Judicial  District  submit  the  following 
for  the  CRB  report  to  the  Legislature: 

The  Fourth  Judicial  District's  Citizen  Review  Board  (CRB)  has 
developed  some  convincing  data  showing  the  progress  being  made 
in  foster  care  cases.  Decreased  time  in  temporary 
investigative  authority  (TIAs)  and  temporary  legal  custody 
(TLC)  and  an  overall  27%  decrease  in  the  number  of  children  in 
foster  care  occurred  even  before  the  1997  Legislature 
instituted  timelines. 

Responses  to  our  orders  asking  for  comments  on  the  CRB 
recommendation  increases  communication  between  the  courts  and 
all  parties.  This  makes  the  District  Judges'  decisions  more 
timely  and  cuts  the  amount  of  time  children  spend  in  foster 
care.  Based  on  the  CRB's  efforts,  we  are  able  to  adopt  more 
realistic  schedules  rather  than  simply  continue  these  cases. 

A  prime  example  was  the  first  completed  concurrent  plan  which 
resulted  in  the  adoption  of  a  young  man  at  the  recent  statewide 
ceremony  in  the  Capitol  rotunda  by  a  couple  screened  and 
approved  by  the  CRB.  Another  is  a  young  high  school  student 
who  had  been  in  the  foster  care  system  drifting  for  13  years 
with  22  failed  placements  who  now  has  a  permanent  family.  The 
urgency  and  priority  given  this  case  by  the  CRB  convinced  the 
Court  that  this  child  deserved  a  family. 


Page  2 

CRB  is  providing  an  essential  independent  forum  to  develop  a 
clear  picture  of  the  many  complex  issues  presented  in  each 
case.  Their  dedication,  common  sense  and  perspective  encourage 
all  parties  to  remember  the  importance  of  time  to  these 
children  and  provide  the  courts  with  necessary  information  to 
manage  these  cases  to  the  permanent  families. 

^Sincerely,    , 

JUDGES  OF  THE 

FOURTH  JUDICIAL  DISTRICT 
BY:  JOHN  S.  HENSON 
District  Judge 
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"A  hundred  years  from  now  it  will  not  matter  what  my  bank  account  was,  the  sort  of  house  I  lived  in.  or  the  kind 
of  car  I  drove  -  but  the  world  may  be  different  because  I  was  important  in  the  life  a  child.  "  —Anonymous 

I.  INTRODUCTION 

Throughout  the  1970's,  judges,  social  workers,  attorneys,  and  child  advocacy  groups  began  to  recognize 
that  America's  foster  care  system  was  failing  to  respond  to  the  needs  of  many  abused  and  neglected 
children  and  their  families.  Thousands  of  children  were  caught  for  years  in  the  "foster  care  drift,"  moving 
continually  from  one  foster  family  to  another.  Crowded  court  calendars  and  understaffed  child  welfare 
agencies  were  contributing  to  an  increase  in  the  number  of  foster  children  and  the  lengths  of  time  they 
spend  in  temporary  foster  care. 

Concern  for  these  children  continued  to  grow  throughout  the  decade.  Child  advocacy  groups  proposed 
implementing  permanency  planning  and  monitoring  foster  placements  through  regular  case  reviews  as 
solutions  to  ensure  that  children  did  not  remain  in  foster  care  for  indefinite  periods  of  time.  A  new 
resource,  citizen  volunteers,  was  identified  to  help  monitor  foster  care  children  and  to  advocate  on  their 
behalf.  Citizen  review  boards  are  a  mechanism  for  monitoring  child  welfare  practice,  policy,  services,  and 
the  outcomes  of  children  in  foster  care  (health,  safety,  permanency  and  well-being)  and  a  process  and 
mechanism  to  provide  decision  makers  with  feedback  about  their  decisions. 

Citizen  foster  care  review  systems  were  developed  in  the  U.S.  as  a  result  of  state-based  initiatives.  South 
Carolina,  in  1974,  became  the  first  state  to  enact  legislation  requiring  the  establishment  of  a  statewide 
Foster  Care  Review  System.  By  the  end  of  1979,  New  Jersey,  Arizona,  Delaware  and  Maryland  also  had 
enacted  legislation  requiring  citizen  review.  By  1993,  citizen  review  boards  were  working  in  22  states. 

History  of  Montana's  Citizen  Review  Board  Program 

Citizen  involvement  in  the  review  of  cases  for  children  in  foster  care  is  based  on  the  belief  that  children 
need  the  stability  and  support  of  a  permanent  home  and  family  in  order  to  grow  and  flourish.  They  need 
the  sense  of  lifelong  belonging  and  continuity  that  only  a  permanent  home  can  provide.  Children  who 
grow  up  or  linger  unnecessarily  in  foster  care  represent  a  huge  loss  in  both  financial  and  human  terms. 

The  1993  Montana  Legislature  passed  a  bill  establishing  the  Local  Citizen  Review  Board  Pilot  Program 
(CRB).  The  Legislature  was  concerned  that  the  reviews  conducted  by  the  Foster  Care  Review  Committees 
(FCRC)  were  not  objective  because  the  same  agency  (Child  and  Family  Services  Division)  charged  with 
managing  a  case  was  also  conducting  reviews  of  the  case.  CRBs  were  to  perform  impartial  case  reviews 
of  placements,  independent  of  the  Department  of  Public  Health  and  Human  Services  (DPHHS).  During 
the  1993  special  legislative  session,  the  Program  was  attached  to  the  Montana  Supreme  Court 
Administrator's  Office.  This  amendment  was  motivated  by  reports  that  judges  pay  more  attention  to 
program  recommendations  when  such  review  programs  are  supervised  by  the  judiciary. 


A  full-time  program  supervisor  and  a  part-time  law  clerk  were  hired  to  launch  the  program.  Rules  were 
drafted,  a  training  manual  was  written,  board  members  were  recruited  and  trained,  and  the  Fourth  Judicial 
District,  in  Missoula,  was  chosen  as  the  first  program  pilot  site.  A  full-time  coordinator  and  part-time 
administrative  assistant  were  added  to  the  staff  as  the  Program  expanded.  CRBs  have  repealed  FCRCs  in 
three  judicial  districts:  the  Fourth  Judicial  District,  Missoula  and  Mineral  Counties;  the  Second  Judicial 
District,  Butte  Silver  Bow  County;  and  the  Eighteenth  Judicial  District,  Gallatin  County.  In  January  1 999, 
CRBs  will  be  established  in  the  First  Judicial  District,  Lewis  and  Clark  County.  There  are  a  total  of  44 
citizen  review  volunteers  and  9  alternate  volunteer  members  serve  on  the  boards. 

Purpose  of  Citizen  Review  Boards 

The  main  purpose  of  CRBs  is  to  achieve  timely  permanency  for  children.  This  is  completed  in  a  number 
of  ways: 

•  Trained  volunteers  serve  on  panels  to  review  individual  cases  and  advocate  for  system  changes. 

•  The  process  includes  review  of  child  welfare  agency  case  planning  with  input  from  parties  to 
determine  appropriateness  of  case  plan. 

•  The  CRBs  identify  systemic  trends  and  advocate  for  resources  and  system  improvements. 

Citizen  Review  Boards  Provide  the  Following  Services 


• 


• 


• 


Reviews  system  provides  courts  with  timely  and  thorough  reports  by  preparing  findings  and 
recommendations  after  the  review  has  taken  place. 

Obtains  critical  data  needed  by  decision  makers  by  asking  critical  questions: 
Is  child  safe?  Will  child  be  safe  if  returned  home? 
Are  safety  assessments  being  conducted  at  every  stage  of  case? 
Is  safety  a  paramount  consideration  in  policy  development? 

Ensures  that  the  Court  and  appropriate  members  of  the  community  are  properly  informed  of  the 
problems  and  needs  of  the  children  whose  cases  are  reviewed. 

Serves  as  mediators  between  parties  involved  in  children's'  cases,  as  facilitators  of  permanent 
placements  and  as  guarantors  that  the  child's  needs  will  be  monitored  and  met. 

Determines  whether  parents/children  are  receiving  appropriate  treatment  services  in  order  for 
reunification  to  occur. 


•  Ensures  that  the  treatment  plan  is  as  realistic,  clear,  and  comprehensive  as  possible. 

•  Provides  an  objective  and  impartial  review  of  cases. 


•  Provides  a  forum  for  the  parents  and  children,  helping  assure  that  their  viewpoint  is  considered  in  case 
planning. 

•  Serves  as  strong  advocates  for  Montana  children  placed  in  substitute  care. 

•  Holds  all  participants  in  the  child  welfare  system  accountable. 

How  the  Review  Process  Works 

Citizen  Review  Boards  examines  cases  where  children  have  been  removed  from  their  natural  homes  for 
alleged  delinquency  and/or  parental  abuse  or  neglect.  These  cases  are  first  reviewed  no  later  than  six 
months  after  a  child  is  placed  in  substitute  care.  Subsequent  reviews  occur  at  least  every  six  months  until 
the  child  has  received  permanent  placement.  The  child's  review  is  conducted  by  the  same  Board  to  ensure 
continuity  of  care  and  case  planning.  This  effort  is  particularly  important  when  a  child  has  had  several 
caseworkers  and  many  placements.  Efforts  also  are  made  to  ensure  that  family  ties  with  siblings  are 
maintained  and  that  sibling  cases  are  reviewed  together. 

Parents,  foster  parents,  attorneys,  DPHHS  caseworkers,  guardians  ad  litem,  CASA  volunteers,  other 
interested  parties,  and  the  child,  if  appropriate,  are  invited  to  attend  case  reviews  and  discuss  plans  for  the 
child.  Board  members  are  given  pertinent  information  about  each  case  prior  to  the  review.  They  study  the 
cases  and  prepare  questions  that  will  be  asked  of  the  participants  at  the  review.  At  the  review,  board 
members  focus  on  the  following  areas:  1)  appropriateness  of  the  placement;  2)  compliance  with  the  case 
plan;  3)  progress  toward  alleviating  or  mitigating  the  cause  necessitating  placement;  4)  projection  date  for 
reunification  with  family  or  placement  for  adoption  or  legal  guardianship;  5)  other  problems,  solutions, 
or  alternatives  that  the  board  determines  should  be  explored. 

Following  each  review,  CRBs  make  recommendations  to  the  District  Court  and  DPHHS  regarding  the 
child's  case  plan,  based  on  information  that  is  obtained  through  the  review  process.  A  copy  of  the  Board's 
Findings  and  Recommendations  is  sent  to  the  District  Court,  DPHHS,  and  to  all  parties  invited  to  the 
review  within  2 1  days. 

Volunteers 

Citizen  involvement  in  the  foster  care  review  process  is  beneficial  in  many  ways.  Citizen  reviewers  are 
able  to  bring  a  fresh,  new  perspective  to  the  case  planning  process  —  a  perspective  that  has  no  vested 
interest  in  any  one  area  of  the  system.  Through  their  service  on  the  boards,  citizen  reviewers  acquire 
knowledge  of  the  problems  and  barriers,  which  hinder  permanent  placements  for  children.  They  gain  the 
kind  of  credibility  needed  to  be  effective  spokespersons  in  their  communities.  They  serve  as  a  checks  and 
balance  function,  provide  input  in  the  development  of  new  policies,  procedures  and  resources  for  children 
in  care  and  monitor  compliance  by  the  child  welfare  agency.  Further,  citizen  review  assists  the  courts  and 
others  in  attempting  to  facilitate  permanent  placement  for  foster  children. 


Each  local  board  is  comprised  of  5  citizen  volunteers.  These  volunteers  represent  the  various 
socioeconomic  and  ethnic  groups  of  their  community.  CRB  has  recruited  highly  qualified  volunteers  to 
review  the  needs  of  children  in  their  communities.  The  combined  experience  of  these  volunteers  is 
formidable.  They  possess  unique  experience  and  knowledge  in  child  welfare  issues  and  are  particularly 
interested  in  the  welfare  of  their  community's  children.  Two  members  are  particularly  distinguished  by 
having  children's  group  homes  named  after  them  in  the  Missoula  area. 

Volunteers  are  appointed  by  the  District  Court  Judges  and  serve  without  compensation.  During  1997,  46 
volunteers  were  active  with  CRB.  These  volunteers  donated  1,475  hours  to  review  foster  care  cases.  This 
figure  does  not  include  the  amount  of  time  involved  in  preparing  for  each  review.  Of  the  46  volunteers 
who  were  active  in  1997,  the  following  characteristics  are  known: 


Gender 

Education 

Female 

36 

78% 

Bachelors 

17 

37% 

Male 

10 

22% 

Masters 

12 

26% 

JD 

4 

9% 

Ethnic  Origin 

Unknown  or 

White 

43 

93% 

No  Degree 

13 

28% 

Native  American 

3 

7% 

The  volunteers  seem  to  be  more  heavily  weighted  toward  females  and  less  representative  of  ethnic  groups. 
The  ongoing  goal  of  CRB  is  to  balance  the  diversity  of  volunteers  on  the  board. 

Training  of  Volunteers 

Training  volunteer  members  is  a  crucial  part  of  the  citizen  review  process.  Citizen  members  receive 
training  in  placement  issues  and  review  procedures  in  order  to  properly  fulfill  their  responsibilities.  Each 
is  given  a  complete  training  manual,  which  includes  applicable  laws  and  procedures.  In  addition,  each 
board  member  is  required  to  complete  a  full  day  of  training  prior  to  serving  on  the  board.  After  the  initial 
training  is  complete,  the  board  members  take  an  oath  of  confidentiality  concerning  information  that  is 
obtained  during  the  review.  Additional  training  relevant  to  areas  of  the  child  welfare  system  is  provided 
at  least  twice  a  year.  Listed  below  are  topics  presented  for  training  CRB  members: 

•  Attachment  Disorders  (Presented  by  Colleen  Murphy) 

•  Barriers  to  Permanency  Planning  (DPHHS) 

•  Child  Protection  Team  (Presented  by  DPHHS) 


•     Concurrent  Planning  (Presented  by  DPHHS) 


Difficulty  to  Maintain  Child  in  Placement  (Presented  by  Rick  Delaney) 

Duties  of  a  CAS  A  representative  (Presented  by  CAS  A) 

Fetal  Alcohol  Effect  and  Fetal  Alcohol  Syndrome  (Shodair  Hospital) 

How  children  move  through  the  system  and  what  services  are  available  in  the  Missoula  area 
(Presented  by  DPHHS) 

Information  about  The  Casey  Family  Program  and  Barriers  to  Long  Term  Placement  (Presented  by 
The  Casey  Family  Program) 

Juvenile  Sexual  Offenders  (Presented  by  Gwen  Farnsworth,  therapist) 

Multi-Disciplinary  Approach  to  Child  Protection  (DPHHS) 

Parental  Rights  and  Ethical  Issues  Regarding  Child  Placement  (Presented  by  Deni  Elliott,  Professor 
of  Ethics  and  Public  Affairs) 

Permanency  Planning  (Presented  by  Judge  Fitzgerald) 

Reducing  Delays  in  Termination  Cases  (Presented  by  Ann  Marie  Lancour) 

Shaken  Baby  Syndrome  &  Sexual  Abuse  (Presented  by  Jodi  Martz) 

Teenagers  present  how  they  felt  about  being  in  foster  care  and  shared  experiences  with  CRB 
(Presented  by  Youth  Advisory  Council) 

Update  of  New  Federal  Requirements  (Presented  by  Ann  Gilkey) 


In  April  1999,  CRB  will  co-sponsor  training  with  DPHHS,  C ASA/GAL  of  Montana,  and  the  Court 
Assessment  Program.  The  workshops  and  seminars  available  will  be: 

•  Attachment  Reconstruction 

•  Attachment,  Grief  and  Bonding  with  Foster/ Adoptive  Parents 

•  Early  Brain  Development 

•  Effects  of  Substance  Abuse  on  Children 


Family  and  Community  Violence 

Family  Drug  Court 

Humor  and  Burnout 

Keeping  Teen  Populations  Engaged 

Mediation 

Neglect  Issues  in  Families 

Safety  and  Permanency  Issues  for  Foster  Children 

Working  with  Developmentally  Disabled  Parents 

Wrap  Around  Approach 


II.  OVERVIEW  OF  YOUTH  IN  FOSTER  CARE  IN  CRB  LOCATIONS 

The  following  tables  and  figures  provide  a  brief  overview  of  demographic  information  for  children  in 
substitute  care  as  of  6/30/98  in  the  three  locations  in  which  CRB  are  in  place. 


Table  1  Children's  Age  Upon  Entering  Substitute  Care 

(Open  Cases  as  of  6/30/98) 


Female 


Male 


Bozeman 


Age  at  Entry 

0-2 

2 

7 

3-5 

3 

2 

6-9 

1 

2 

10-12 

2 

3 

13-15 

6 

6 

16+ 

0 

2 

Butte 

Age  at  Entry 

0-2 

10 

12 

3-5 

4 

7 

6-9 

3 

5 

10-12 

4 

4 

13-15 

6 

7 

16+ 

0 

2 

Missoula 

Age  at  Entry 

0-2 

15 

12 

3-5 

12 

18 

6-9 

12 

21 

10-12 

9 

14 

13-15 

13 

3 

16+ 

3 

4 

Table  2 


Current  Age  of  Children  in  Substitute  Care 
(Open  Cases  as  of  6/30/98) 


Female 


Male 


Bozeman 


Age  as  of  6/30/98 

0-2 

2 

3-5 

1 

6-9 

1 

10-12 

2 

13-15 

3 

16+ 

5 

Butte 

Age  as  of  6/30/98 

0-2 

4 

3-5 

8 

6-9 

0 

10-12 

2 

13-15 

3 

16+ 

10 

Missoula 

1 

2 
3 
2 
4 
10 


7 
5 
9 
1 

7 

8 


Age  as  of  6/30/98 

0-2 

3 

3-5 

3 

6-9 

18 

10-12 

6 

13-15 

14 

16+ 

20 

3 

5 

8 

18 

18 

20 


Table  3  Ethnicity  of  Children  in  Substitute  Care 

(Open  Cases  as  of  6/30/98) 


Bozeman  Butte  Missoula 


Female 


Caucasian  9  22  52 

Native  American  1  4  5 

Asian  0  0  2 

Unknown  4  1  5 


Male 


Caucasian 

16 

Native  American 

2 

Unknown 

4 

25  51 

4  12 

8  9 


Figure  1 


Legal  Status  for  Open  Cases 
as  of  6/30/98 


45% 


Other 


DOC 


Parental  Agreement 


TLC 


PLC 


Legal  Status 
Note    DOC  ■  Department  of  Corrections.  TIA  =  Temporary  Investigative  Authority,  TLC  =  Temporary  Legal  Custody, 

PLC  =  Permanent  Legal  Custody. 


Figure  2 


Number  of  Placements  Youth  Have  Experienced 
Open  Cases  as  of  6/30/98 
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Figure  3 


Length  of  Time  In  Care 
Open  Cases  as  of  6/30/98 
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in.  ACCOMPLISHMENTS  OF  THE  CITIZEN  REVIEW  BOARDS 

•  The  volunteers  appointed  to  the  CRBs  contribute  their  time,  effort,  and  talent  by  serving  on  the 
boards.  In  1997,  volunteers  in  the  three  districts  donated  approximately  1,455  hours  in  review  and 
advocacy.  This  figure  excludes  preparation  and  time  in  training.  CRBs  are  a  prime  example  of 
volunteerism. 

•  Citizen  Review  Boards  held  a  total  of  1,830  case  reviews  since  the  program  began  in  1994. 
The  Missoula  review  boards  have  held  1,291  reviews  since  December  1994;  Butte  boards 
have  held  375  reviews  since  December  1995;  and  the  Bozeman  board  has  held  164  reviews 
since  June  1 996  (see  figure  4). 


Figure  4 


Number  of  Reviews  By  Board  and  Year 
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Table  4  Movement  of  Youth  By  Board 


#  Youth 

#  Youth 

#  Youth 

#  Youth 

at  Start-up 

Entering 

Discharged 

Still  in  Care 

Bozeman 

30 

6/1/96 

6/1/96-12/31/96 

30 

10 

1 

39 

1/1/97-12/31/97 

39 

20 

14 

45 

1/1/98  -  6/30/98 

45 

6 

15 

36 

Butte 

12/1/95 

59 

1/1/96-12/31/96 

59 

25 

13 

71 

1/1/97-12/31/97 

71 

19 

30 

60 

1/1/98  -  6/30/98 

60 

15 

11 

64 

Missoula 

196 

December  1994 

1/1/95-12/31/95 

196 

40 

36 

200 

1/1/96-12/31/96 

200 

37 

41 

196 

1/1/97-12/31/97 

196 

23 

73 

146 

1/1/98-6/30/98 

146 

12 

22 

136 
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•     Citizen  Review  Boards  assisted  in  the  resolution  of  1 17  cases  during  1997.  The  following  tables 
and  figures  provide  an  overview  of  the  number  of  youth  and  the  reasons  why  the  cases  closed. 

Table  5  Resolution  of  Cases  by  Board  and  Year 


#of 

#of 

#of 

%of 

Reviews 

Youth  Reviewed 

Cases  Resolved 

Cases  Resolved 

Bozeman 

34 

27 

1 

1996 

3.7% 

1997 

64 

36 

14 

38.8% 

Butte 

11 

11 

0 

1995 

0.0% 

1996 

119 

68 

13 

19.1% 

1997 

123 

72 

30 

41.7% 

Missoula 

342 

194 

36 

1995 

18.6% 

1996 

356 

185 

41 

22.2% 

1997 

340 

191 

73 

38.2% 

Figure  5 

Resolution  of  Cases  by  Bozeman  Board 
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Resolution  of  Cases  by  Butte  Boards 
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Figure  7 


Resolution  of  Cases  by  Missoula  Boards 
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Table  6  Movement  Toward  Permanency  by  Year 

1995  1996  1997 

Parental  Agreement 

#  Youth  5  15  2 
Average  #  Days                      331                             280  171 

Temporary  Investigative  Authority  (TIA) 

#  Youth  39  62  32 
Average  #  Days                      332                             218  132 

Temporary  Legal  Custody  (TLC) 

#  Youth  44  30  23 
Average  #  Days                      497                             383  165 

Note:  The  #  Youth  represents  the  number  of  youth  that  closed  out  the  specified  legal  status  such  as 
TIA  or  TLC  during  the  designated  year.  The  Average  #  of  Days  represents  the  average  number  of  days 
these  youth  remained  on  the  specified  legal  status. 

Table  7  Percentage  of  Youth  Moving  Through  the  System  Within  Two  Years 

%  of  the  Resolved  Cases 
Less  than  1  Year  in  Care 


1995 

16.6% 

1996 

10.9% 

1997 

23.9% 

Between  1  and  2  Years 


1995 

13.9% 

1996 

20.0% 

1997 

18.9% 

16 


Figure  8 


Average  Number  of  Days  Under  Legal  Status 
By  Year  of  Entrance  into  Care  (Both  Open  and  Closed  Cases) 
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The  CRB  process  encourages  birth  parents,  foster  parents,  foster  children,  Guardians  ad  Litem, 
attorneys,  etc.  to  attend  the  reviews  and  provide  input  concerning  the  child's  permanency  plan  (see 
Figures  9  and  1 0). 

Maluccio  &  Fein  (1983)  state,  "In  most  case  situations  coming  to  the  attention  of 
child  welfare  agencies,  formulation  and  implementation  of  an  effective  permanent 
plan  for  a  child  require  a  sense  of  mutual  respect  and  a  spirit  of  active  collaboration 
among  child  welfare  personnel,  lawyers,  judges,  and  others  working  with  children 
and  their  parents".  According  to  prominent  researchers  in  the  child  welfare  field, 
an  important  feature  of  permanency  planning  is  the  collaboration  among  various 
individuals,  disciplines,  and  organizations  (Cimmarusti,  1992;  Johnson  &  Cahn, 
1995;  Johnson  Bonecutter  &  Gleeson,  1997;  Lindsey  &  Wodarski,  1986;  and 
Maluccio  &  Fein,  1983).  These  researchers  report  an  important  aspect  of  case 
review  is  the  participation  of  biological  parents,  the  child  (if  appropriate),  and  other 
individuals  who  might  be  able  to  contribute  to  the  development  of  the  best  possible 
plan  and  provide  information  on  parental  progress,  the  needs  of  the  child,  and 
additional  factors  that  influence  the  decision  making.  If  a  review  process  included 
higher  levels  of  participation  by  the  significant  parties,  one  might  expect  that  the 
plans  developed  would  be  accomplished  in  a  more  timely  manner  (reducing  the 
length  of  time  in  care)  than  would  be  the  case  with  a  review  process  that  has  lower 
levels  of  participation.  There  is  however,  no  evidence  in  the  current  literature  to 
support  or  contradict  the  hypothesis  above.  Therefore,  it  is  the  intention  of 
Montana's  CRB  to  study  the  relationship  between  higher  levels  of  participation  and 
case  outcomes  within  the  next  calendar  year. 
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Figure  9 


Percentage  of  Interested  Parties  Attending  Reviews  by  Year 
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Figure  10 


Percentage  of  Invited  Attorneys  in  Attendance  at 
Reviews  by  Year 
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IV.  IDENTIFIED  BARRIERS  BY  CITIZEN  REVIEW  BOARDS: 

•  Some  parents  remain  uneducated  about  the  system.  Attorneys  for  indigent  parents  are  not 
appointed  at  the  onset  of  the  process. 

•  When  a  child  is  removed  from  his/her  home,  the  State  has  an  obligation  to  provide  the  best  and  most 
appropriate  level  of  care. 

•  There  is  a  shortage  of  good,  quality  foster  care  homes,  therapeutic  foster  homes,  Native  American 
homes  and  other  appropriate  foster  care/treatment  facilities.  This  deficiency  requires  the  state  to 
purchase  specialized  services  outside  of  Montana,  at  considerable  expense  and  also  decreases 
possibility  of  family  involvement. 

•  In  some  cases,  children  are  spending  far  too  long  in  emergency  shelters  that  are  designed  to  provide 
services  on  a  short-term  basis. 

•  There  does  not  appear  to  be  a  maximum  number  of  placements  a  child  may  receive  within  the  system. 
Too  many  placements  confuse  the  child  and  impede  progress  toward  permanent  placement. 

•  In  too  many  cases,  an  adversarial  relationship  exists  between  DPHHS  and  birth  parents.  Reluctance 
in  working  together  on  behalf  of  the  child  contributes  to  delays  in  reunification. 

•  Caseworker  turnover  has  contributed  greatly  to  many  delays. 

Beginning  in  January  1 999,  CRB  will  begin  tracking  barriers  to  permanency.  This  will  assist  in  identifying 
the  needs  of  the  children,  families,  and  the  system. 

V.  SUMMARY 

Many  of  the  cases  reviewed  by  the  local  Citizen  Review  Boards  have  been  adrift  for  two  years  or  more, 
thus  hindering  permanency  for  these  children.  Urgency  is  a  key  factor  to  providing  services  to  foster 
children  and  their  families.  If  a  child  is  not  making  progress,  or  if  his/her  needs  are  not  being  met,  a  review 
may  be  scheduled  as  often  as  necessary  to  ensure  case  movement. 

One  of  the  most  promising  options  to  reduce  the  burden  on  an  already  stressed  system  due  to  limited 
resources  and  lack  of  foster  homes  is  exploring  extended  family  placements.  The  Citizen  Review  Boards 
continue  to  collaborate  with  social  workers,  permanency  planning  specialists,  the  Court  Assessment 
Program,  the  Casey  Family  Program,  and  others  in  the  community,  in  order  to  become  more  creative  in 
finding  permanent  placement  for  the  children  in  foster  care  in  Montana. 

"Review  hearings  are  necessary  because  continuation  of  a  child  in  foster  care  for  an 
extended  time  has  a  negative  effect  on  a  child  and  family.  A  child  in  foster  care  forms 
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new  relationships  which  may  weaken  his  or  her  emotional  ties  to  biological  family 
members.  A  child  shifted  among  foster  homes  may  lose  the  ability  to  form  strong 
emotional  bonds  with  a  permanent  family.  A  careful  decision  concerning  the  future  of 
every  child  is  needed  as  soon  as  possible.  Review  hearings  can  help  ensure  that 
decisions  concerning  a  child's  future  are  made  at  regular  intervals  and  implemented 
expeditiously. 

The  best  alternative  or  complement  to  judicial  review  is  review  by  panels  of  judicially 
appointed  citizen  review  volunteers.  Whatever  form  of  review  is  used,  it  is  critical  that 
the  parties  be  present  and  that  questioning  is  conducted  with  rigor. " 

—  Resource  Guidelines: 

Improving  Court  Practice  on  Child  & 

Neglect  Cases 
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CITIZEN  REVIEW  BOARDS 
GOALS 


A.  EXPAND  ADVOCACY  ROLE 

1 .  Increase  contact  with  legislators. 

2.  Gear  annual  report  to  judicial  districts. 

3.  Expand  CRBs  to  other  judicial  districts. 

B.  EXPAND  COMMUNICATION  AND  PUBLIC  RELATIONS 

1 .  Facilitate  DPHHS  caseworkers'  understanding  of  how  CRB  works  and  eliminate  negative 
feelings. 

2.  Meet  with  community  to  increase  community  awareness  and  develop  a  fact  sheet  to  assist 
in  the  process. 

C.  EXPAND  DA  TA  COLLECTION  AND  STA  TISTICAL  ANAL  YSIS 

1 .  Review  data  collection  and  determine  what  needs  to  be  added. 

2.  Meet  with  District  Court  Judges  to  determine  what  data  they  would  like  collected  in  order 
to  better  serve  their  needs. 

3.  Meet  with  DPHHS,  CAS  A/GAL  of  Montana,  and  care  providers  to  gain  insight  to  what 
data  needs  to  be  collected. 

4.  Conduct  survey  of  all  participants  invited  to  a  review  -  evaluate  strengths  and  weakness  of 
the  review  process  and  barriers  to  attendance. 

D.  INCREASE  USE  AND  EFFECTIVENESS  OF  VOL  UNTEERS 

1 .  Recognize  volunteers  in  the  Citizen  Review  Boards  Program. 

2.  Align  CRBs  with  other  child  advocacy  groups.  Develop  a  support  system  for  foster  care. 

Encourage  volunteers  to  serve  on  community  boards. 

3.  Encourage  volunteers  to  attend  review  boards  in  other  counties.    Develop  a  monthly 
calendar  listing  counties  and  review  dates  to  facilitate  this. 


22 


200  copies  of  this  public  document  were  published  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1.75  per  copy,  for  a  total  cost  of  $350.00,  which  includes 
$350.00  for  printing  and  $.00  for  distribution. 


